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Abstract 
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to investigate higher education faculty’s moti-
vation to teach and to validate the Factors Influencing Teaching Choice (FIT-Choice) 
survey with this population. 
Design/methodology/approach – Confirmatory factor analysis and t-tests on data 
from 101 higher education faculty and data from K-12 teachers show that the two 
samples fit the model similarly. 
Findings – Results show that the similarities between the two groups are important 
to note as it suggests both the value of the FIT-Choice instrument as a research tool 
in higher education as well as the similarities in motivating factors between higher 
education faculty and in-service K-12 teachers. 
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Originality/value – This is one of the first studies to use the FIT-Choice scale with 
university education faculty. 
Keywords: FIT-Choice scale, Higher education faculty teaching   
Administrators and faculty at institutions of higher education are in-
creasingly criticized and asked to define, measure and supply evidence 
of their educating students and producing successful and competent 
alumni (De Courcy, 2015). Quality teaching, or the lack thereof, is the 
foundation of this conversation regarding producing successful alumni 
(Levin et al., 2006): in order to have successful alumni, students must 
be exposed to faculty who are high-quality, or creative, teachers (Ewing 
and Gibson, 2007). Creative teachers are flexible, spontaneous, open-
minded, open to new experiences and are willing to take risks (Ewing 
and Gibson, 2007). Unfortunately, being a creative teacher and pro-
ducing high-quality teaching takes time, energy and motivation (Gib-
son, 2010). 
There has been little research on higher education’s faculty’s and in-
structors’ motivation to teach (Visser-Wijnveen et al., 2012). To assess 
the extant literature for existing surveys that measure higher educa-
tion faculty’s motivation for teaching, a search of the literature was con-
ducted. The following keywords were used with the ERIC, EBSCO and 
ProQuest search engines and were combined using the Boolean logical 
operator AND: higher education and motivation to teach. The search in 
ERIC identified 49 articles in peer-reviewed journals, 16 in EBSCO, and 
33 in ProQuest. The abstract from each article was read and it was deter-
mined if the article included information on surveys to measure higher 
education faculty’s motivation to teach. From reading the abstracts it 
was determined that 38 of the articles were not applicable as they were 
not focused on higher education faculty and their motivations to teach. 
Of the remaining 11 articles, 2 were unavailable to the authors. From 
the available nine articles, four were comments or reviews of the liter-
ature (Bess, 1977a, 1998; Maanen, 1983; Schwartz, 2009). One article 
(Robertson, 1992) focused on geological issues around urban educa-
tional systems, so was not relevant to the current study. Bess (1977b) re-
searched tasks that faculty complete and Locke, Fitzpatrick and White’s 
(1983) survey measured higher education faculty’s overall satisfaction 
with their jobs. Visser-Wijnveen et al. (2014) was the only article where 
a survey was utilized to research faculty’s motivation: these authors 
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measured faculty’s motivation at the University of Antwerp to teach and 
identified six clusters, including expertise, duty, subject, passion, reluc-
tance and incompetence. 
A few other studies measuring faculty’s motivation to teach were 
identified (Bailey, 1999; Palmer and Collins, 2006). One study, Palmer 
and Collins (2006) utilized a case study design to investigate motiva-
tion to teach based on rewards at one institution of higher education in 
the UK. Results from the case study were utilized to revise Porter and 
Lawler’s (1968) expectancy model. A much earlier study (Bailey, 1999) 
developed the Academics’ Motivation and Self-Efficacy Scale which was 
created for deans or their assistants to complete to assess faculty’s mo-
tivation to teach. 
The purpose of this study is to investigate higher education facul-
ty’s motivation to teach and to validate the Factors Influencing Teach-
ing Choice (FIT-Choice) (Watt and Richardson, 2007) survey with this 
population. The problem this study investigates is higher education fac-
ulty’s motivation, or lack thereof, to teach. The research questions to be 
investigated in this study include the following: 
RQ1.  Do the data from the two groups (i.e. the faculty from higher 
education and the state-wide teachers) fit the model similarly 
as outlined by Watt and Richardson (2007)? 
RQ2.  How do faculty in higher education responses on sub-factors 
relate to responses reported in a previous study for in-service 
teachers? 
Theoretical framework 
This study is based on the expectancy–value motivation theory (Eccles, 
2005; Eccles et al., 1983; Wigfield and Eccles, 2000). The comprehen-
sive theoretical model of expectancy–value motivation theory is based 
on that fact that “educational, vocational, and other achievement-related 
choices are most directly related to two sets of beliefs: the individual’s 
expectations for success, and the importance or value the individual at-
taches to the various options perceived by the individual” (Eccles, 2005, 
p. 105). Watt and Richardson (2007) stated that “expectancies and task 
valuation [are] major determinants of motivation for academic choices, 
with more distal influences consisting of socialization and perceptions of 
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previous experience” (p. 170). Teaching is focused on altruistic-type mo-
tivations which are creating a better society (Unwin, 1990; Yong, 1994); 
intrinsic values, or the pursuit of personal fulfillment; and self-percep-
tions of teaching ability which includes students’ perceptions (Richard-
son and Watt, 2006). Thus, this study uses the theoretical lens that teach-
ers and faculty are motivated by expectations for success. 
Methodology 
This study employed survey research methods to collect data from fac-
ulty in institutions of higher education. A survey was administered on-
line to faculty which included questions from the FIT-Choice scale (Watt 
and Richardson, 2007) focusing on altruistic-type motivations, the in-
trinsic value of teaching and self-perceptions of teaching ability (Watt 
and Richardson, 2007). 
Participants 
In all, 62 percent of the sample were females (n = 63), 29 percent were 
males (n = 30) and 9 percent (n = 9) did not respond to this question. 
The majority of the respondents were 45–54 years old (n = 31, 30 per-
cent), 23 percent were 55–64 years old (n = 23), 19 percent were 24–
24 years old (n = 19), 16 percent were 35–44 years old (n = 16) and 6 
percent were  65 years and older (n = 6). The vast majority were white, 
not of Hispanic origin (n = 78, 77 percent), with 8 percent (n = 8) re-
porting being Hispanic or Latino, 6 percent (n = 6) were African-Amer-
ican, not of Hispanic origin, 1 percent (n = 1) was Korean and 1 percent 
(n = 1) was Other Pacific Islander. Most reported being an associate (n 
= 31, 30 percent) or assistant professor (n = 33, 32 percent), 14 percent 
were full professor (n = 14) and 4 percent reported being other (n = 4). 
Procedure and instruments 
After obtaining human subjects approval, using the 2010 classifications 
from the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching web-
site nine universities were identified, three were rated as RU/VH (re-
search universities with very high research activity), three were rated 
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as RU/H (research universities with high research activity) and three 
rated as DRU (doctoral/research universities). Universities from each 
type of classification were included in order to give a rounded picture 
of all types of faculty. After identifying the universities, faculty e-mails 
from schools/departments of education were extracted from each uni-
versity’s website. An e-mail was sent to each faculty member asking 
them to complete the FIT-Choice (Watt and Richardson, 2007) survey 
on the online survey tool RedCap (Harris et al., 2009). In all, 612 e-mails 
were identified; 7 e-mails did not go through, so a total of 605 faculty 
received the e-mail. With 102 faculty responding to the survey, this rep-
resents a 17 percent response rate. The survey took approximately 10 
minutes to complete. 
Based on the expectancy–value motivation theory (Eccles, 2005; Ec-
cles et al., 1983; Wigfield and Eccles, 2000), the FIT-Choice survey was 
developed to understand why pre-service/college students chose to go 
into the field of teaching (Richardson and Watt, 2006; Watt and Richard-
son, 2007). The FIT-Choice scale predicts altruistic-type motivations, the 
intrinsic value of teaching and self-perceptions of teaching ability which 
combine into initial career satisfaction (Watt and Richardson, 2007). 
Through exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), 17 fac-
tors and 3 sub-constructs have been identified for the FIT-Choice sur-
vey, all with high reliability being reported between 0.62 and 0.92 (Watt 
and Richardson, 2007). Past research has been conducted with the FIT-
Choice survey with in-service (Leech and Haug, 2015) and pre-service 
teachers (Berger and D’Ascoli, 2012; Fokkens-Bruinsma and Canrinus, 
2012; Lin et al., 2012). For the current study, the questions were slightly 
modified by changing the verbs to be future tense and to make them ap-
plicable to teaching older/adult students. Questions from the survey can 
be found in Table I. 
There are three factors in the FIT-Choice survey. The first factor fo-
cuses on motivations for teaching, and includes the prompt “I chose to 
become a teacher because” for each question with responses ranging 
from 1 (not at all important in your decision) to 7 (extremely impor-
tant in your decision). There are eight sub-factors including ability, in-
trinsic career value, work with children and adolescents; enhance social 
equity; time for family; shape future of children/adolescents; fallback 
career; job security; prior teaching and learning experiences; and so-
cial influences. The second factor is beliefs about teaching and includes 
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Table I. Item numbers, sub-factors and FIT items for all FIT-choice questions 
Item  Sub-factor  Original item 
number 
B5  Ability  I have the qualities of a good teacher
B19   I have good teaching skills
B43   Teaching is a career suited to my abilities
B1   Intrinsic career value I am interested in teaching
B7   I have always wanted to be a teacher
B12   I like teaching
B13  Work with children and  I wanted a job that involves working with young 
     adolescents    adults/adults
B37   I like working with young adults/adults
B26   I want to work in a student-centered environment
B36  Enhance social equity  Teaching will allow me to raise the ambitions of
     underprivileged young adults/adults
B49   Teaching will allow me to benefit the socially disadvantaged
B54   Teaching will allow me to work against social disadvantage
B22  Job transferability  A teaching qualification is recognized everywhere
B8   Teaching is a useful job for me to have when traveling
B45   A teaching job allows me to choose where I wish to live
B31  Social contribution  Teaching enables me to “give back” to society
B20   Teachers make a worthwhile social contribution
B6   Teaching allows me to provide a service to society
B2  Time for family  Part-time teaching could allow more family time
B4   As a teacher I would have lengthy holidays
B15   Teaching hours fit with the responsibilities of having a family
B18   As a teacher I have a short working day
B29   School holidays fit in with family commitments
B9  Shape future of Teaching allows me to shape young adult’s/adult’s values
     children/adolescents 
B23   Teaching allows me to influence the next generation
B53   Teaching allows me to have an impact on young adults/adults
B11  Fallback career  I was unsure of what career I wanted
B35   I was not accepted into my first-choice career
B48   I chose teaching as a last-resort career
B14  Job security  Teaching offers a steady career path
B27   Teaching provides a reliable income
B38   Teaching is a secure job
B17  Prior teaching and  I have had inspirational teachers
     learning experiences
B30   I have had good teachers as role models
B39   I have had positive learning experiences
B3  Social influences  My friends thought I should become a teacher
B24   My family thought I should become a teacher
B40   People I have worked with thought I should become a teacher
C10  Expertise  I think teaching requires high levels of expert knowledge
C14   I think teachers need high levels of technical knowledge
C15   I think teachers need highly specialized knowledge
continued
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three sub-factors: task demand which includes expertise (i.e. the level of 
knowledge needed for the job) and difficulty (i.e. how heavy the work-
load would be); task return which includes social status (i.e. how re-
spected the teaching profession is perceived); and salary (i.e. if teachers 
are perceived to be paid well). These questions have responses ranging 
from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely) with two sub-factors. The third fac-
tor investigates people’s decision to become a teacher and has responses 
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely) and measures two factors: 
social dissuasion (i.e. how others encouraged/discouraged other pro-
fessions) and satisfaction with choice of becoming a teacher.   
Analysis 
After data collection, the data were imported from RedCAP (Harris et 
al., 2019) into IBM SPSS version 23 and AMOS version 23. Utilizing the 
model outlined by Watt and Richardson (2007), three multi-group CFA 
were conducted. For each of the three sections of the survey, the data 
from the faculty in higher education and the data from the state-wide 
teachers (Leech and Haug, 2015) were compared. Assumptions of CFA 
Table I. (continued)
Item  Sub-factor  Original item 
number
C2  Difficulty  I think teachers have a heavy workload
C7   I think teaching is emotionally demanding
C11   I think teaching is hard work
C4  Social status  I believe teachers are perceived as professionals
C5   I believe teaching is perceived as a high-status occupation
C8   I believe teaching is a well-respected career
C9   I think teachers have high morale
C12   I think teachers feel valued by society
C13   I think teachers feel their occupation has high social status
C1  Salary  I think teaching is well paid
C3   I think teachers earn a good salary
D2  Social dissuasion  Were you encouraged to pursue careers other than teaching?
D4   Did others tell you teaching was not a good career choice?
D6   Did others influence you to consider careers other than teaching?
D1  Satisfaction with choice  How carefully did you think about becoming a teacher?
D3   How satisfied are you with your choice of becoming a teacher?
D5   How happy are you with your decision to become a teacher?
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were assessed including appropriate handling of incomplete data, rea-
sonable sample size, theoretical basis for model specification and cau-
sality, continuously and normally distributed endogenous variables (i.e. 
variables that are caused by other variables), and model identification. 
According to Loehlin (1992), CFA models with two to four factors need 
approximately 100 cases. The current study had slightly fewer cases 
(faculty from higher education N = 95; state-wide teachers N = 229) in 
one set of data, but was close to the required 100. IBM SPSS multiple im-
putation was used to assess data that were incomplete. The model was 
based on theory and specified by Watt and Richardson (2007). Finally, 
the χ2 test, the Akaike information criterion (AIC), the comparative fit 
index (CFI) and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 
were utilized to check the model identification. 
Maximum likelihood estimation was utilized with the χ2 test to as-
sess the overall fit of the model: a better fitting model was estimated by 
lower values of the χ2 test. Because the χ2 test is overly sensitive to sam-
ple size (Bentler, 1990), the AIC, the CFI and the RMSEA were also uti-
lized. For this study, the model fit was assessed by statistical significance 
of the χ2 test, results from the AIC test being “substantially smaller than 
they are for either the independence or the saturated models” (Byrne, 
2001, p. 86), CFI values being greater than 0.90 (Hu and Bentler, 1999) 
and the RMSEA values being less than 0.05. 
Finally, utilizing one-sample t-tests, the means from the current sam-
ple and the means from in-service teachers from the same state, which 
were found in Leech and Haug (2015), were compared. For the one-
sample t-tests, assumptions were tested including that the dependent 
variable needed to be normally distributed and the data needed to be 
independent. These assumptions were checked and effect sizes were 
computed. 
Results 
The first research question was: 
RQ1.  Do the data from the two groups (i.e. the faculty from higher 
education and the state-wide teachers) fit the model similarly 
as outlined by Watt and Richardson (2007)? 
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For the first section of the survey on motivations for teaching, the si-
multaneous CFA of the two groups (i.e. the faculty from higher education 
and the state-wide teachers) showed the data from the two groups did 
fit the model in the same manner, χ2(1,198) = 1,969.81,  p < 0.001, AIC 
= 2,689.81, CFI = 0.88, RMSEA = 0.04. The accuracy of the χ2 statistic is 
influenced by the small sample size of the higher education faculty sam-
ple; therefore, the other fit indices are given more weight in this study. 
Thus, even though the χ2 statistic indicated statistically significant dif-
ferences in fit for the two groups, the other fit indices show that there is 
no difference between the groups in how they fit the model. For the fac-
ulty in higher education, the standardized factor loadings ranged from 
0.43 to 0.95. For the state-wide teachers, the standardized factor load-
ings ranged from 0.27 to 0.97. Table II presents the standardized factor 
loadings for both the faculty in higher education and statewide teacher 
data where all are statistically significant (p ≤ 0.001). 
For the section on perceptions of teaching, the simultaneous analy-
sis of the two groups showed the data from the two groups similarly fit 
the model, χ2 (142) = 295.28, p < 0.001, AIC = 487.28, CFI = 0.95, RM-
SEA = 0.06. For the faculty in higher education data, the standardized 
factor loadings ranged from 0.66 to 0.97, with all being statistically sig-
nificant at the p < 0.001 level. The state-wide teachers’ standardized fac-
tor loadings ranged from 0.62 to 0.95, and all were significant at the p < 
0.001 level, thus providing support for the model fit. Figure 1 presents 
the standardized factor loadings and the relationships between the la-
tent variables for the faculty in higher education, where the correlations 
between the latent variables of social and salary (p < 0.001) and exper-
tise and difficulty (p = 0.004) were statistically significant. For the fac-
ulty in higher education, three of the six relationships between the latent 
factors are negative. Figure 2 presents the information for the state-
wide teacher data where all are statistically significantly correlated (p 
< 0.001). For state-wide teachers, all relationships between the latent 
factors are positively correlated. 
For the last section of the survey on reasons to become a teacher, the 
simultaneous analysis of the two groups showed the data from the two 
groups similarly fit the model, χ2 (16) = 37.53, p = 0.002, AIC = 113.53, 
CFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.07. For the faculty in higher education data, the 
standardized factor loadings ranged from 0.24 to 0.96, with all being 
statistically significant at the p ≤ 0.001 level. The state-wide teachers’ 
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Table II. Standardized factor loadings of the latent variables for the first factor mea-
suring influential factors for the faculty in higher education data (N = 95) and state-
wide teacher data (N = 229)
Relationship  Faculty in higher education data  State-wide teacher data
B43 ← ability  0.789  0.602
B5 ← ability  0.804  0.783
B19 ← ability  0.904  0.831
B1 ← intrinsic value  0.879  0.732
B7 ← intrinsic value  0.460  0.568
B12 ← intrinsic value  0.799  0.719
B11 ← fallback career  0.451  0.553
B35 ← fallback career  0.700  0.275
B48 ← fallback career  0.886  0.513
B14 ← job security  0.818  0.584
B27 ← job security  0.835  0.776
B38 ← job security  0.887  0.873
B2 ← time for family  0.667  0.526
B15 ← time for family  0.793  0.720
B29 ← time for family  0.811  0.895
B4 ← time for family  0.724  0.613
B18 ← time for family  0.674  0.499
B8 ← job transferability  0.425  0.637
B22 ← job transferability  0.556  0.520
B45 ← job transferability  0.517  0.543
B9 ← shape future  0.622  0.585
B23 ← shape future  0.716  0.749
B53 ← shape future  0.907  0.884
B36 ← social equity  0.880  0.849
B49 ← social equity  0.946  0.878
B54 ← social equity  0.914  0.772
B6 ← social contribution  0.783  0.799
B20 ← social contribution  0.909  0.698
B31 ← social contribution  0.883  0.869
B13 ← work with children 0.643  0.870
B26 ← work with children  0.693  0.771
B37 ← work with children  0.890  0.794
B17 ← prior teaching  0.909  0.902
B30 ← prior teaching  0.937  0.967
B38 ← prior teaching  0.683  0.618
B3 ← social influences  0.766  0.810
B24 ← social influences  0.855  0.810
B40 ← social influences  0.818  0.804
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standardized factor loadings ranged from 0.65 to 0.96, and all were sig-
nificant at the p < 0.001 level, thus providing support for the model fit. 
Figure 3 presents the standardized factor loadings and the relation-
ships between the latent variables for the faculty in higher education 
and statewide teacher data where all are statistically significantly cor-
related (p < 0.001).  
Figure 1. Standardized factor loadings for beliefs about teaching for faculty in higher 
education  
L e e c h ,  Vi e s c a  &  H au g  i n  I n t l  J  Co m p  E d  a n d  D e v  2 1  ( 2 0 1 9 )       12
Comparing the factors from faculty from institutions of higher educa-
tion with in-service teachers RQ2 was answered through comparison 
of the identified sub-factors, and the mean responses for each sub-fac-
tors. To better understand motivations of faculty in higher education 
Figure 2. Standardized factor loadings for beliefs about teaching for state-wide 
teachers   
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and in-service teachers’ motivations to teach, the current study results 
were compared with Leech’s (2015) results from their survey of in-ser-
vice teachers. 
Table III presents the raw sub-factors means, a statistical test of the 
differences for each of the sub-factors, and an effect size (d) for each 
statistically significant comparison for faculty in higher education and 
Figure 3. Standardized factor loadings for decisions to become a teacher for faculty in 
higher education and state-wide teachers   
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in-service teachers. The higher education faculty had statistically signif-
icantly lower means than the in-service teachers for ability (p < 0.001), 
enhance social equity (p = 0.003), time for family (p = 0.042), intrinsic 
career value (p < 0.001), social influences (p < 0.001), job security (p < 
0.001), job transferability (p < 0.001), shape future of children and ad-
olescents (p < 0.001), make social contribution (p = 0.006), work with 
children and adolescents (p < 0.001), and social status (p < 0.001). The 
higher education faculty had statistically significantly higher means than 
the in-service teachers for expertise (p < 0.001), salary (p = 0.011), so-
cial dissuasion (p = 0.013) and satisfied teaching (p = 0.006).   
Discussion 
This study investigated the use of the FIT-Choice scale with higher ed-
ucation faculty. RQ1 and RQ2 were investigated. This study contributes 
to the body of literature regarding the internal structure and validity of 
Table III. Statistically significant differences between in-service teachers (N = 229, Leech and Haug, 
2015) and the current study (N = 95)  
                                                                                 Current study of         In-service teachers 
                                                                                 higher education          Leech and Haug 
                                                                                        faculty                               (2015)
Sub-factor  M  SD  M  SD  t  p  95%  CL  d
Ability  5.62  1.16  6.06  0.89  −7.89   <0.001  −1.18  −0.70  −0.45
Intrinsic career value  5.29  1.16  5.88  1.05  −4.94   <0.001  −0.83  −0.35  −0.54
Fallback career  1.71  0.99  1.63  0.84  0.74  0.460  −0.13  0.28
Job security  3.59  1.59  4.27  1.44  −4.14  <0.001  −1.00  −0.35  −0.46
Time for family  2.51  1.46  2.82  1.30  −2.06  0.042  −0.60  −0.01  −0.23
Job transferability  2.59  1.26  3.08  1.42  −3.81   <0.001  −0.85  −0.24  −0.36
Shape future of children and adolescents  5.34  1.29  5.83  1.05  −3.70   <0.001  −0.75  −0.23  −0.44
Enhance social equity  4.52  1.88  5.12  1.53  −3.09  0.003  −0.98  −0.21  −0.37
Make social contribution  5.56  1.36  5.95  1.07  −2.81  0.006  −0.67  −0.12  −0.34
Work with children and adolescents  4.86  1.53  5.81  1.22  −6.06  <0.001  −1.26  −0.64  −0.72
Prior experience  5.09  1.49  5.37  1.46  −1.85  0.068  −0.59  0.02
Social influences  2.13  1.38  3.07  1.73  −6.64   <0.001  −1.22  −0.66  −0.57
Expertise  5.93  0.81  5.55  1.63  4.65  <0.001  0.22  0.55  0.26
Difficulty  5.90  0.98  6.03  1.70  −1.31  0.193  −0.33  0.07
Social status  2.62  1.16  3.09  1.40  3.60  0.001  0.19  0.67  −0.35
Salary  2.79  1.29  2.45  1.42  2.60  0.011  0.08  0.61  0.25
Social dissuasion  3.70  1.54  3.30  1.67  2.54  0.013  0.09  0.72  0.25
Satisfied teaching  5.72  1.04  5.42  1.79  2.80  0.006  0.09  0.51  0.19
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inferences drawn from the FIT-Choice scale by investigating the use of 
the scale with a sample of higher education faculty. Furthermore, this 
study provides evidence of different motivations between faculty in 
higher education environments and teachers in K-12 settings. 
Findings related to the factor structure of the FIT-Choice illustrate 
that the factor structure is the same for higher education faculty as it 
was for K-12 in-service teachers and pre-service teachers documented 
in previous studies. These results reveal that the same set of survey 
items cluster into the same three underlying and conceptually distinct 
facets about each samples’ choices to teach, namely, their motivations 
to teach, beliefs about teaching and decisions to become a teacher. Fur-
thermore, each of these three facets of their decision making can be sep-
arated into similar conceptual sub-categories across these samples. As 
a result, the study suggests the FIT-Choice produces useful data for an 
additional population of teachers that previously had not been studied 
with this instrument, and comparable data about their choices (although 
perhaps with caution due to possible differences in what it means to be 
a teacher in K-12 and higher education; Leech et al., 2018). 
The motivations for teaching of higher education faculty in some ar-
eas are similar to those of K-12 teachers, but in most areas assessed by 
the FIT-Choice instrument they are different. Comparison of responses 
from the higher education faculty members and the in-service teach-
ers provides some interesting results. The factor loadings for the model 
(i.e. Figures 1–3) were reversed for the two groups of educators (i.e. the 
higher education faculty and the K-12 teachers) on four pairs of sub-con-
structs, and for each pair the relationship was positive for K-12 teach-
ers and negative for higher education faculty. The sub-constructs with 
reversed relationships were expertise and salary, difficulty and salary, 
difficulty and social status, and satisfaction and social dissuasion. These 
reversed relationships are further evidenced in statistically significant 
differences in survey responses in several areas as discussed below.  
Statistically significant differences were found on 15 sub-factors be-
tween in-service teachers and higher education faculty. On 11 of those 
15 sub-factors, in-service K-12 teachers rated them higher (i.e. ability, in-
trinsic career value, job security, time for family, job transferability, shape 
future of children and adolescents, enhance social equity, make social 
contribution, work with children and adolescents, social influences, and 
social status). Several of these motivators were so much more important 
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to K-12 teachers than they were to higher education faculty that they 
carried both statistical significance and practical significance (i.e. me-
dium and large effect sizes). For example, K-12 teachers rated working 
with children and adolescents much higher than faculty in higher ed-
ucation. With such a large difference between the groups, it appears 
that K-12 teachers’ motivation to work with children and adolescents 
is meaningfully higher than the higher education faculty’s motivation to 
work with children and adolescents. On the other hand, there were also 
four motivators that were more important to faculty in higher educa-
tion, including expertise, salary, social dissuasion and satisfaction with 
teaching. For example, faculty in higher education had more motivation 
for expertise than K-12 teachers. This difference was smaller than some, 
but still statistically significant, and indicates that there is a meaningful 
difference between the groups on this construct. 
Noteworthy as well are the three factors where there was no dif-
ference between the groups. Neither group indicated that they chose 
teaching as a fallback career. Having had inspirational and high-quality 
teachers as role models was important to decisions to pursue a teaching 
career for both K-12 and post-secondary faculty. Additionally, the groups 
were similar in identifying teaching as hard work, emotionally demand-
ing and being accompanied by a heavy workload. 
Despite these many discrepancies, there is another way in which they 
are similar: how highly they both rated many of the motivators. Both 
groups had a mean of 5 or above (out of a possible 6) regarding ability, 
intrinsic career value, shaping the future of children and adolescents, 
making a social contribution, the impact of prior experiences, difficulty 
of the job, expertise and being satisfied with teaching. Additionally, they 
are similar in that the lowest rated motivator for each group was fall-
back career. 
From this study, there are implications to consider. First, using the 
theoretical basis that behaviors and choices are predicted by success 
and values (Eccles, 2005; Watt and Richardson, 2007), it stands to rea-
son that faculty must value teaching, and therefore be motivated to teach 
(see De Courcy, 2015; Ewing and Gibson, 2007; Levin et al., 2006; Gib-
son, 2010), in order for quality teaching to occur. Quality teaching is ex-
tremely important as it leads to better educated students and more com-
petent alumni. A second implication includes that society regards higher 
education faculty with more status than K-12 teachers; thus, social 
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dissuasion is not as high for higher education faculty as it is for K-12 
teachers. Society’s view of higher education faculty benefits those who 
want to or do teach in higher education; it would be beneficial for K-12 
teachers for society to increase their views of teaching in K-12 positions. 
This study contributes to a scant body of literature regarding higher 
education faculty motivation to teach, though limitations exist. This 
study is limited in the strength of conclusions drawn due to a small sam-
ple size of respondents, low survey response rate and focus on schools of 
education faculty. Further research is needed with the FIT-Choice survey 
in institutions of higher education more broadly and with larger samples 
to support these initial findings. Nonetheless, it provides an important 
basis for future work on decisions to teach in post-secondary education. 
Graduating competent alumni is extremely important for higher ed-
ucation faculty as well as K-12 teachers. Therefore, there is a need for 
high-quality teaching and motivated teachers/faculty at all levels. There 
is some overlap between what motivates all of these teachers, but there 
are also many differences. K-12 teachers are more motivated by many 
constructs, whereas higher education faculty are motivated by fewer 
constructs. Furthermore, some of the constructs that were less motivat-
ing for K-12 teachers were motivating for higher education faculty. These 
findings present a need to focus on what matters to each audience. More 
research is needed to better understand these differences and to more 
clearly delineate the motivators for higher education faculty. 
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